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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-46 are presented for examination. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 12, 31, 39, and 42 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

"an second application programming interface definition" (claim 12, line 5; claim 31, 
line 12; claim 39, line 11; and claim 42, line 8) should read "a second application programming 
interface definition". 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which the subject matter pertains. Patentability shaU not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned 
at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is 
advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that 
was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the 
applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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4. Claims 1-3, 5-10, 20-22, 24-29, 40, 41, 43, 45, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Combs et al. (U.S. 6,766,348). 

5. As to claim 1, Combs teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method 
for accessing a second application programming interface in a second computing environment 
from a first process operating in a first computing environment that cannot natively access the 
second application programming interface (col.18, lines 21-32), the method comprising the steps 
of: 

detecting a first function call made by a first process in the first computing environment 
(col.4, lines 16-25); 

based on the first function call, generating an encapsulated function call for transfer from 
the first computing environment to the second computing environment (col. 18, lines 34-37); and 

transferring the encapsulated function call containing the first parameter values from the 
first computing environment to the second computing environment (col.18, lines 37-39). 

Combs does teach the encapsulated function call containing a mapping of first function 
call parameter values (col. 10, lines 15-16) useable in the first computing environment to first 
parameter values (col. 10, lines 22-39), but does not specifically teach meta parameter values. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have applied the 
teachings of Combs to include meta parameter values because it would have provided the 
capability for facilitating the transfer of function calls and data from application programs 
running on the local computer to the remote computer. 
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The fact that Combs' teachings "Arguments supplied to Bind include: user credentials; 
service priority; version; and the user session context" (col 10, lines 22-24) and purpose of 
providing user credentials, service priority, version, and the user session context arguments 
suggests meta parameter values. 

5. As to claim 2, Combs teaches receiving an encapsulated response from the second 
computing environment, the encapsulated response containing second parameter values produced 
in the second computing environment from performance of at least one second function call in 
the second application programming interface that corresponds to the first function call detected 
in the first computing environment (col.4, lines 25-28); parsing the encapsulated response to map 
the second parameter values back to the first function call parameters usable by the first process 
in the first computing environment (col. 18, lines 41-48). 

6. As to claim 3, Combs teaches accessing a first application programming interface 
definition defining first function calls useable by first processes operating in the first computing 
environment, the first function calls corresponding to at least one second function call defined in 
a second application programming interface useable by second processes in the second 
computing environment (col 7, lines 21-26). 

7. As to claim 5, Combs teaches the step of automatically deriving the first application 
programming interface definition from an analysis of the second application programming 
interface definition (col.3, lines 4-9). 

8. As to claim 6, Combs teaches extracting the first function call parameters from the first 
function call using the first application programming interface (col.5, lines 58-61); and for each 
of the first function call parameters: selecting a respective first application programming 
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interface definition data structure in the first application programming interface that can 
represent the first function parameter as a first parameter (col. 18, lines 28-32); and copying the 
first function call parameter into the respective first application programming interface definition 
data structure to produce a first parameter that contains the value of the first function call 
parameter (col. 18, lines 34-37). 

9. As to claim 7, Combs teaches the first parameters contain strings that represent values of 
the first function call parameters (col.7, lines 57-67 and col. 8, lines 30-32). 

10. As to claim 8, Combs teaches parsing the encapsulated response to detect second 
parameters (col. 12, lines 51-67); for each of the second parameters detected: selecting a 
respective first application programming interface definition data structure in the first application 
programming interface that can represent the second parameter as a first function call parameter 
(col. 18, lines 28-32); and copying second parameter values into the respective first application 
programming interface definition data structure to produce a first function call parameter that 
contains the value of the second parameter (col. 18, lines 34-37). 

11. As to claim 9, Combs teaches at least one second parameter in the encapsulated 
response identifies a first function call definition within the first application programming 
interface definition (col. 10, lines 13-24), the first function call definition indicating the 
respective first application programming interface definition data structures that can accept the 
copied second parameter values (col. 10, lines 24-39). 

12. As to claim 10, Combs teaches the second parameter values represent values of 
parameters processed by second function calls in the second application programming interface 
in the second computing environment (col 10, lines 34-36) and wherein the first application 
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programming interface definition data structures that accept the copied second parameter values 
are natively incompatible for use in the second computing environment (col. 10, lines 40-45). 

13. As to claim 41, note the rejection of claim 1 above. Claim 41 is the same as claim 1, 
except claim 41 is a computer program product claim and claim 1 is a method claim. 

14. As to claim 40, the rejection of claim 1 above is incorporated herein in full. Additionally, 
Combs further teaches an interface (101, fig.l), a memory (603, fig.6), a processor (604, fig.6); 
and an interconnection mechanism coupling the interface, the processor and the memory (fig.2). 

15. As to claim 20, the rejection of claim 1 above is incorporated herein in full. 
Additionally, Combs further teaches an interface (101, fig.l), a memory (603, fig.6), a processor 
(604, fig.6); and an interconnection mechanism coupling the interface, the processor and the 
memory (fig. 2) wherein the memory is encoded with a first application programming interface 
string generator application (col. 7, lines 21-26) and a first parser application (col. 12, lines 51-67) 
that, when performed on the processor, produce a respective first application programming 
interface string generator process and first parser process that cause the computer system to 
access a second application programming interface in a second computing environment by a first 
process operating in the computer system (col. 18, lines 28-44). 

16. As to claims 21, 22, and 24-29, they include the same subject matter as in claims 2, 3, 
and 6-10 above, and are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

17. As to claim 43, the rejection of claim 1 above is incorporated herein in full. Additionally, 
Combs further teaches mapping the second function call parameters to an encapsulated response 
(col. 18, lines 40-42); and transferring the encapsulated response to the first computing 
environment (col. 18, lines 43-44). 
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18. As to claim 45, it includes the same subject matter as in claim 7 above, and is similarly 
rejected under the same rationale. 

19. As to claim 46, Combs teaches the encapsulated response includes at least one second 
parameter that contains a mapping of second function call parameters output from invocation of 
the second function (col. 10, lines 40-55). 

20. Claims 4, 11, 12-19, 23, 30-39, 42, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Combs et aL (U.S. 6,766,348) in view of Saulpaugh et al. (U.S. 6,298,345). 

21. As to claim 4, Combs teaches the second function calls in the second application 
programming interface are defined in a C-based format useable by C-based second processes 
(col.7, lines 5-7). Combs, however, does not explicitly teach a Java-based format. 

Saulpaugh teach a Java-based format (col.2, lines 57-65). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Saulpaugh and Combs because Saulpaugh' s 
teaching would have provided the capability for increasing the flexibility of Combs' system and 
allowing the application programs to read, write, and maintain easier. 

22. As to claim 1 1, it includes the same subject matter as in claim 4 above, and is similarly 
rejected under the same rationale. 

23. As to claim 12, Combs teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a 
method for automatically generating applications allowing operation of an application 
programming interface in a second computing environment from a first process in a first 
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computing environment, in which the first process is not natively compatible with the second 
computing environment (abstract and col. 18, lines 21-32), the method comprising the steps of: 

analyzing a second application programming interface definition associated with 
a second computing environment to discover second function definitions in the second 
application programming interface definition (col.7, lines 18-26 and col. 12, lines 51-67) ; 

based on the step of analyzing, generating, for each second function definition 
discovered in the second application programming interface definition (col. 18, lines 28-32): 

a first string generator (901, fig. 9) capable of receiving a first function call in the first 
computing environment from a first process and encapsulating the first function call into an 
encapsulated function call (col. 18, lines 33-37); 

a second parser capable of receiving the encapsulated function call and parsing the 
encapsulated function call to invoke a corresponding second function definition in the second 
application programming interface definition for operation within the second computing 
environment (col. 18, lines 37-39 and 50-59); 

a second string generator (903, fig.9) capable of receiving an output from the second 
function call from a second process in the second computing environment and encapsulating the 
output into an encapsulated response (col 18, lines 40-42); and 

a first parser capable of receiving the encapsulated response and parsing the 
encapsulated response to return the output to the first function in the first process operating in the 
first computing environment (col. 18, lines 40-44). 

Combs does teach generating the first function call and the encapsulated function call, 
but does not explicitly teach automatically generating. 
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Saulpaugh teach automatically generating (coL17, lines 19-26). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Saulpaugh and Combs because Saulpaugh' s 
teaching would have provided the capability for facilitating the exchange of data between users 
of computational resources connected to a communications network and a distributed resource 
allocation system that manages the use of those computational resources. 

24. As to claim 13, Combs teaches receiving a first application programming interface 
specific grammar produced as a result of the step of analyzing the second application 
programming interface definition (col. 18, lines 28-32); and processing the first application 
programming interface specific grammar using a first application programming interface 
processor to produce the first parser by converting first function call definitions in the first 
application programming interface specific grammar into parser routines that can accept (col. 18, 
lines 33-37) and parse parameters within encapsulated responses to provide first function call 
parameters back to first function calls associated with the first process that can operate in the first 
computing environment (col. 18, lines 40-44). 

25. As to claim 14, Combs teaches receiving a second application programming interface 
specific grammar produced as a result of the step of analyzing the second application 
programming interface definition (col. 18, lines 28-32); and processing the second application 
programming interface specific grammar using a grammar processor to produce the second 
parser by converting second function call definitions in the second application programming 
interface specific grammar into parser routines that can accept (col. 18, lines 39-41) and parse 
parameters within encapsulated function calls to provide second function call parameters to 
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second function calls associated with the second process that can operate in the second 
computing environment (col. 18, lines 40-44). 

26. As to claim 15, Combs teaches for each second function call definition discovered in the 
second application programming interface definition: producing a set of first application 
programming interface definition data structures that define first function call parameters that 
correspond to second function call parameters associated with the second function call definition 
(col.col.4, lines 16-20 and col. 10, lines 13-16); and producing a set of first parameters that can 
represent the first application programming interface definition data structures (col. 10, lines 22- 
39); and producing a first string generator function that can receive, from a first process that can 
operate in the first computing environment, a first function call that corresponds to the second 
function call definition (col. 18, lines 28-37), the first string generator function capable of 
mapping the first function call parameters provided by the first function call to respective first 
parameters for encapsulation within an encapsulated function call for transfer to the second 
computing environment (col. 18, lines 37-39). 

27. As to claim 16, Combs teaches for each second function call definition discovered in the 
second application programming interface definition: producing a set of second parameters that 
can represent second function call parameters used by the second function call definition by 
accessing second application programming interface definition data structures defined in the 
second application programming interface definition (col. 10, lines 22-39); and producing a 
second string generator function that can receive, from a second process that can operate in the 
second computing environment (col. 18, lines 39-40), second function call parameters produced 
as output from the second process performing the second function call (col. 18, lines 40-42), the 
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second string generator function capable of mapping the second function call parameters 
provided from invocation of the second function call to second parameters for encapsulation 
within an encapsulated response for transfer to the first computing environment (col. 18, lines 40- 
44). 

/ 

28. As to claim 17, Combs teaches analyzing the second application programming interface 
definition associated with the second computing environment to discover second data definitions 
in the second application programming interface definition (col. 7, lines 18-26 and col. 12, lines 
51-67); and generating, for each second data definition discovered in the application 
programming interface definition (col. 18, lines 28-32), a first application programming interface 
definition data structure capable of representing that second data definition in the second 
computing environment (col. 18, lines 34-37). 

29. As to claim 18, it includes the same subject matter as in claim 4 above, and is similarly 
rejected under the same rationale. 

30. As to claim 19, Combs teaches the second application programming interface defines 
a set of second function definitions that provide access, via a second process, to data in a data 
storage system resource (col.4, lines 16-20). 

31. As to claims 23 and 30, they include the same subject matter as in claim 4 above, and are 
similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

32. As to claim 42, note the rejection of claim 12 above. Claim 42 is the same as claim 12, 
except claim 42 is a computer program product claim and claim 12 is a method claim. 
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33. As to claim 39, the rejection of claim 12 above is incorporated herein in full. 
Additionally, Combs further teaches a memory (603, fig.6), a processor (604, fig. 6); and an 
interconnection mechanism (fig.6). 

34. As to claim 3 1, the rejection of claim 12 above is incorporated herein in full. 
Additionally, Combs further teaches a memory (603, fig.6), a processor (604, fig.6), an 
interconnection mechanism (fig. 6), and a grammar application programming interface processor 
application (col. 17, lines 60-65). 

35. As to claims 32-38, they include the same subject matter as in claims 13-19 above, and 
are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

36. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

- Stone (U.S. 6523 137) teaches "Method and system for remote testing of application 
program interfaces " 

- Allen et al.' (U.S. 6502236) teaches "Method and apparatus for automatic generation of 
programs for processing data units of multiple formats." 

- Miura et al. (U.S. 6334210) teaches "Language processing system and language 
processing method enabling reduction of memory region and overhead in profile information 
collection of computer." 
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- Hale et al. (U.S. 6151638) teaches "System and method for performing external 
procedure calls from a client program to a server program to a server program and back to the 
client program while both are running in a heterogeneous computer." 

- De Bonet (U.S. 5905894) teaches "Meta-programming methods and apparatus." 

- Priven et al. (U.S. 5327559) teaches "Remote and batch processing in an object oriented 
programming system." 

37. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to VAN H. NGUYEN whose telephone number is (703) 306-5971 . 
After mid-October, 2004, the examiner can be reached at (571) 272-3765. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 8:30AM - 6; 00PM, The examiner can also be 
reached on alternative Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (703) 305-9678. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 

assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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